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Abstract: Education systems globally are increasingly being shaped by the logics, assumptions and
pedagogical underpinnings of educational technology (EdTech) products, services, programmes, poli-
cies, and systems. These often promote rationalistic, secular, universal, objectivist, (post)modernist,
written, behaviourist, and individualistic ways of being, marginalising religious, spiritual, oral,
subjective, critical, and communitarian ways of being. Given that technological ways of being have
been propagated globally, these logics are no longer predominantly promoted by those in the Global
North, but by techno-solutionists globally, although the core-to-periphery flows of ideology and
funding are still prominent. This article develops a conceptual and analytical framework for de-
colonising and desecularising the field of EdTech. Concepts are drawn from various discourses: the
desecularisation of knowledge to set the ontological framing; embodied cognition to set the epistemo-
logical framing; and social justice and decolonial discourses to set the axiological framing. From this,
the article develops the Dimensions of Human Injustice Analytical Framework—covering material,
ontological and epistemic, and (geo)political injustices—to assist policymakers, educators, EdTech
developers, and international development practitioners in identifying and confronting coloniality in
their EdTech. Acknowledging the complexity and contentions within decolonial thought, this article
does not claim a unified stance on achieving justice but aims to offer a tool for deconstructing and
questioning injustices.

Keywords: justice; decoloniality; desecularisation; educational technology; digital neocolonialism;
conceptual framework; embodied cognition

1. Introduction

With increasing access to devices and connectivity, and the rapid adoption of ed-
ucational technologies (EdTechs) during the COVID-19 pandemic, technology usage in
education has become more established and has emerged as the north star for education in-
stitutions and governments. The pandemic has shown the many challenges that need to be
addressed to effectively use EdTech, as well as the inequalities that its use can introduce [1].
Although EdTech is no longer seen through rose-tinted glasses, and indeed increasingly
viewed with more caution as Generative Al (GenAl) in education becomes more popular,
much of the discourse still firstly focuses on overcoming the barriers to access and use
(e.g., devices, connectivity, skills, maintenance, design, and implementation) and secondly,
consciously or subconsciously, assumes that the technologisation of education is the desired
end goal [2].

As such, this article goes beyond looking at hardware and software (and its design,
implementation, and cost-effectiveness) to question the embedded logics, knowledges, val-
ues, and philosophical underpinnings in the field of EdTech. Similarly, beyond looking at
whether EdTech improves learning outcomes, the article interrogates the purpose of educa-
tion decolonially. This article builds upon previous arguments that prevailing, neocolonial
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ideologies, assumptions, and methods used in EdTech often marginalise religious, spiritual,
oral, subjective, critical, and communitarian ways of being through their prioritisation
of rationalistic, secular, universal, objectivist, (post)modernist, written, behaviourist, and
individualistic ways of being [3,4]. It is suggested that this is because these hegemonic
influences have shifted the purpose of education from something more intrinsic—focused
on moral development, community, shared responsibility, and spiritual growth—to some-
thing more instrumental—focused on skill acquisition, employment, wealth generation,
individualism, and development.

To date, there is no holistic conceptual framework to critically analyse the field of
EdTech from a decolonial lens. The aim of the article is twofold. Firstly, the article draws
on various discourses to develop a conceptual framework that reveals how the hegemonic
technological way of being is being propagated globally in education [5], building on the
existing neocolonial injustices in education. Concepts are drawn from the desecularisation
of knowledge (Section 3.1), embodied cognition (including critical reflexivity) (Section 3.2),
social justice (Section 3.3), and decolonial discourses (Section 3.4). Social justice and
decoloniality in education are critically analysed to illustrate the complex, entangled, and
contentious conflicting viewpoints.

Secondly, the article ties together these concepts to form the “Dimensions of Human
Injustice” Analytical Framework (Section 4) which highlights three distinct yet overlapping
and reinforcing injustices present in the field of EdTech, namely: material, ontological
and epistemic, and geopolitical injustices. The article does not aim to speak from any
homogenised standpoint in terms of how to bring about justice, and in fact, argues that
this is a limitation of umbrella decolonial approaches. Instead, the purpose of this article is
to assist researchers, implementers, and policymakers in gaining a critical consciousness
through providing a tool that they can use to deconstruct, question, and critically analyse
the field of EdTech.

The article begins by covering necessary background information about the origins of
this research, the positionality of the author, the key terminologies used, and how these
form the theoretical framings of the article in Section 2.

2. Background
2.1. Terminology

Terms can have different connotations when used by different groups, particularly
when taking a decolonial approach. This section provides some initial definitions of how
certain terms are used in this article, before further interrogation in Section 3.

e  Educational Technology (EdTech): This encompasses the hardware, software, products,
services, infrastructure, applications, and interfaces [6].

e  The field of EdTech: This refers more broadly to the projects, programmes, processes,
policies, strategies, values, knowledge systems, and philosophies that EdTech are
situated in [6].

e  Global North and Global South: These terms are used to acknowledge the colonial
and neocolonial influences of some regions over others and are, thus, geopolitical
rather than geographic. These are used instead of economic groupings like “low-
income countries” since the latter does not acknowledge the power dynamics in play,
or the geopolitical injustices that led to some countries being wealthier than others.
Occasionally, Western and Euro-American are used if the cited scholars use these
terms or if epistemic roots of knowledge are being discussed. All these terms are
used acknowledging they refer to the dominant modern systems of thought from
those regions, and not the marginalised schools of thought (such as those from the
indigenous groups in the Americas).

e  Coloniality: This refers to the “long-standing patterns of power that emerged as a
result of colonialism, but that define culture, labour, intersubjectivity relations, and
knowledge production well beyond the strict limits of colonial administrations. Thus,
coloniality survives colonialism. It is maintained alive in books, in the criteria for
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academic performance, in cultural patterns, in common sense, in the self-image of peoples,
in aspirations of self, and so many other aspects of our modern experience” [7] (p. 243).

e Decoloniality: This refers to “the dismantling of relations of power and conceptions of
knowledge that foment the reproduction of racial, gender, and geopolitical hierarchies
that came into being or found new and more powerful forms of expression in the
modern/colonial world” [8] (p. 440).

e  Technological way of being: This phrase is used at two levels. At a practical level, this
phrase refers to how technology has permeated throughout our lives, shaping, for
example, how we think, behave, communicate, socialise, learn, and work. This guides
our values, behaviours, and experiences of and in the world. At a philosophical level,
it is used in the Heideggerian sense to refer to a technological mindset that views the
world (and human beings) instrumentally as resources to be utilised, optimised, and
dominated, leading to exploitative engagements with the world [5]. Furthermore, this
focus on productivity and efficiency leads to the forgetfulness of our intrinsic purpose
and the questions of existence.

Further complex terms are discussed in more depth in appropriate sections.

2.2. Developing a Conceptual Framework

The definition of a conceptual framework varies depending on the purpose, research
topic, and discipline(s), as does the process for developing one. The purpose here is
to equip policymakers, educators, EdTech developers, and international development
practitioners with the language, terminology, and tools to identify and confront neocolonial
aspects of their EdTech. Conceptual frameworks tie together different concepts, theories,
and/or variables related to the thing being studied to explain complex phenomena [9].
While a theoretical framework is more systematic, a conceptual framework describes the
researcher’s approach to addressing the topic. As such, the researcher’s beliefs, personal
interests, goals, social location, identity, and positionality inform the development of a
conceptual framework and the selection of theories and the literature informing it [10]. Each
concept that the framework draws on adds a unique dimension attempting to make the
framework as holistic as possible. However, frameworks are models of reality, constantly
evolving and contextual. Through making hidden assumptions and factors explicit, it helps
to make the model more realistic and adaptable [11].

2.3. Origins of the Research and Positionality

This article builds upon the conceptual framework I developed in doctoral research
addressing injustices in Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) in South Africa [12]. The
literature and theorisation have since been revised to be more applicable to EdTech in
general, as well as updated with newer literature and global occurrences.

My positionality as a South African, Muslim woman of Indian ethnicity contributed
significantly to the conceptual framework development. While experiencing racial dis-
crimination and marginalisation in certain ways because of my race and religion, it is not
comparable to the experiences of Black South Africans. Due to Apartheid-engineered social
stratification, Indians were given more benefits and rights, creating tensions and superi-
ority complexes that still exist today; a legacy of divide-and-conquer colonial techniques.
Furthermore, my privileges extend to studying and living in the Global North, which has
given me a voice and platform that others striving for similar justice-oriented goals may
not have. Thus, through experiencing both worlds, the hope is that my hybrid identity and
multiple privileges give me a “double vision” [13].

Beyond my cultural and historical positionality, my religious standpoint as a Muslim
guides my theoretical framing (Section 2.4). Firstly, my testification of one God as the
ultimate reality and source of all existence guides an ontological stance of realism. Secondly,
my testification of the Quran as Truth and a valid source of revealed knowledge guides my
epistemological stance in terms of what counts as knowledge and how it can be known.
While it is unconventional to acknowledge such standpoints in a journal article, many
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researchers of faith experience cognitive dissonance when having to detach core tenets
of their beliefs to fit into secular academic research. In a paper whose core purpose is
the conceptualisation of decolonial approaches, it is imperative to mention this and how
it foundationally impacts the conceptual framework proposed. Additionally, for those
looking to use and adapt the framework based on their own ontological and epistemological
stances, making these premises explicit assists in pinpointing where one might tailor the
approach. Similarly, this article draws on several frameworks, approaches and ideas
developed by thinkers that may take different ontological and epistemological positions;
these are drawn on when useful provided they are reconcilable with the theoretical framing
of this article.

2.4. Theoretical Framing

The ontological stance taken in this article is realism, and the epistemological stance
taken is social constructionism. While seemingly a strange pairing, this research posits
that social constructionism can be “at once realist and relativist” [14] (p. 63), [15]. This
is because there is a distinction between realism and objectivism. Realism is “an onto-
logical notion asserting that realities exist outside the mind” [14] (p. 10). Objectivism is
“an epistemological notion asserting that meaning exists in objects independently of any
consciousness” [14]. Crotty [14] (p. 10) asserts that “constructionism in epistemology is
perfectly compatible with a realism in ontology”. Constructionism can thus bring together
elements of objectivity and subjectivity to emphasise “experienced reality” [14].

Constructionism is similar to what embodied cognition theorists call non-objectivism [16].
Constructionism is built upon symbolic interactionism and phenomenology, and became
popular through the work of Berger and Luckmann [17]. Constructionism, according to
Crotty [14] (p. 10), is the view that “knowledge, and therefore all meaningful reality as such,
is contingent upon human practices, being constructed in and out of interaction between
human beings and their world, and developed and transmitted within an essentially
social context”.

Constructionism emphasises interaction, interpretation, and intentionality, and differs
from subjectivism which views that “meaning does not come from the interplay between
the subject and object but is imposed on the object by the subject”, implying a complete
denial of any objective reality [14] (p. 10). This research approach thus differs from
the strands of post-structuralist and post-modernist approaches that may take extreme
subjectivist stances.

Building upon constructionism, social constructionism emphasises the social element
in the meaning-making process; that is, the history and culture which “precede us” and to
which we are “born into” and “embedded” into that function as “a publicly available system
of intelligibility” [14] (pp. 52, 54), [15]. This epistemological stance thus strongly overlaps
with embodied cognition theory that understands culture as guiding human behaviour.

3. Conceptual Framework

The selected discourses aim to reveal historical and current systems of oppression in
everyday life, in the formation of knowledge and education, and in the realm of globalised
digital education and EdTech. These four concepts were selected for their capacity to artic-
ulate and analyse injustices. Desecularisation and embodied cognition are first unpacked
to lay the philosophical underpinnings of this research. Firstly, the desecularisation of
knowledge expands on the ontological dimensions of knowledge, education, and justice,
reincorporating the sacred that is often abandoned in materialist approaches.

Secondly, embodied cognition adopts an epistemological perspective asserting that
knowledge is moulded by biological, environmental, contextual, and historical factors,
while also maintaining a realist ontological position that posits the existence of a pre-
existing world. Therefore, our situated knowledge guides our exploration of this reality.
Critical pedagogy, which focuses on the political dimensions of knowledge creation, is
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combined with embodied cognition to expose injustices where particular ways of being
and ways of knowing are marginalised.

Subsequently, the conceptualisations of (in)justice, especially within the realm of
education, are examined by critically analysing social justice and decolonial discourses,
shaping the axiological dimensions of this framework. Although broad social justice
and decolonial theories discuss some similar issues, they have traditionally been treated
as distinct discourses due to their diverse intellectual origins and underpinnings; social
justice originated as a concept in the Global North, while decoloniality emerged in the
Global South.

Figure 1 illustrates how the various concepts drawn on fit together to form a conceptual
framework for decolonising and desecularising the field of EdTech.

Global Decolonial
Sociallustice Discourses

Dimensions of Human Injustice

Cultural-
epistemic
Injustices

Geopolitical
Injustices

Figure 1. The conceptual framework for decolonising and desecularising EdTech.

The following section starts at the first principles to re-establish the purpose of educa-
tion to later reset the framing in which EdTech is discussed.

3.1. Desecularisation of Knowledge

Secular refers here to something that is not religious, spiritual, or sacred. Secularisation
is defined as “the loosing of the world from religious and quasi-religious understandings
of itself, the dispelling of all closed worldviews, the breaking of all supernatural myths and
symbols. .. [it is] man turning away from the world beyond towards this world and this
time” [18] (p. 2). Mahmood [19] further argues that secularism is not merely a separation of
religion and state but a means to manage, regulate and privatise religion which marginalises
religious minorities through its homogenous frameworks. Desecularisation, understood as
counter-secularism, is a response to the increasing trends and forces promoting secularism
as a universal worldview [20]. While some discourses on desecularisation focus on debating
religious decline versus incline theories, the aim here is to counter the spread of secular
thinking as the only worldview, noting that the pervasive spread of secularism often
adapts and/or amalgamates with religious, spiritual, or sacred worldviews in complex
ways (e.g., the privatisation of religion) [21]. We are generally unaware of the secularising
processes that penetrate into social norms (e.g., how we dress or eat), art, literature, and
architecture [21].

While there are various scholars exploring secularism, they are mainly Christians from
the West who discuss (and debate) the extent to which secularism grew out of Christianity,
and how to respond to this [18]. This framework unpacks desecularisation and dewesterni-
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sation jointly through the work of Al-Attas, who looks at secularisation’s impact beyond
the West and Christianity, and, in particular, on Islam [22]. Westernisation refers to the
dominant, disenchanted, and modern Western values, cultures, philosophies, aspirations,
aesthetics, ethics, laws, and aspirations that have proliferated throughout the world, noting
that other non-dominant, diverse values have existed and continue to exist today in West-
ern countries [22]. This modern Western civilisation grew out of “[A]ncient Greece and
Rome; their amalgamation with Judaism and Christianity, and their further development
and formation by the Latin, Germanic, Celtic and Nordic peoples” [22] (p. 134). While
religion is often juxtaposed with rationality (i.e., a leap-of-faith narrative), the Quran and
Islamic practise encourage reasoning, rationalising, and reflection (resulting in the Islamic
world providing the foundations of scientific inquiry, mathematics, and medicine, to name
a few) [23].

3.1.1. The Nature of Knowledge

Al-Attas argues that the greatest challenge that we now face is that knowledge has
lost its purpose and “brought about chaos to the Three Kingdoms of Nature: the animal,
the vegetal and the mineral” instead of peace and justice [22] (p. 133). Knowledge is not
value-neutral. He differentiates between true knowledge and that which masquerades as
true knowledge but has been interpreted through a prism and worldview of a civilisation
(in our current globalised case, the Western civilisation), imbibing the character, personality,
and pursuits of that civilisation. Discounting sacred knowledge, the secularised West de-
pends on “man’s rational capacity alone to unravel the mysteries of his total environment
and involvement in existence”, resulting in evolutionary morals and values to guide one’s
navigation through life. Yet, the Qur’an mentions three levels in which knowledge can
be deemed certain (i.e., three epistemological approaches): certainty derived by inference;
certainty derived by direct vision (including the spiritual vision); and certainty derived
by experience [22]. The levels refer to the two types of knowledge: the transcendental
knowledge of God as the Object of Worship, and the rational knowledge of accidents,
attributes, relations, and distinctions to understand causes, uses, and purposes [22]. These
knowledges are seated in the soul, heart and intellect [22]. The transcendental knowledge is
“food and life for the soul” and is acquired through revelation [22]. The rational knowledge
is pragmatic to assist man to live in this world; it is “acquired through experience, obser-
vation and research; it is discursive and deductive, and it refers to objects of pragmatic
value” [22] (p. 146). The ordering of the knowledges is key as the first type of knowledge
provides the “guiding spirit” for the second, without which, humankind is directionless
and enmeshed in “the labyrinth of endless and purposeless seeking” [22] (p. 147).

3.1.2. The Purpose of Education

The pursuit of knowledge without purpose is meaningless. In a secular worldview,
nothing is certain except uncertainty, and thus, the thirst for inquiry is never quenched as
the original purpose of inquiry has been forgotten [22]. This material worldview results
in a never-ending pursuit of “development” and “progress”, which Al-Attas [22] (p. 137)
describes as “humanistic existentialism”.

Given the transcendental and rational knowledge in Islam, humankind’s purpose and
resultant actions and attitudes are made clear: to worship and obey God as well as serve
responsibly as the vicegerents of God on earth. Thus, “the purpose of seeking knowledge is
to inculcate goodness and justice in man as man and individual self, and not merely in man
as citizen” [22] (p. 148). Following the purpose of seeking knowledge, the aim of education
is “to produce a good man” [22] (p. 150). This means striving for excellence in character
through enriching the soul, intellect, and heart. This goodness relates to both the spiritual
and the material life of an individual.
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3.1.3. The Meaning of Justice

According to Islam, as humankind is entrusted with the responsibility to rule accord-
ing to God’s Will, Purpose, and Pleasure, humankind needs to do this justly, and thus
knowledge and justice are inextricably linked. Justice is defined as “the harmonious condi-
tion or state of affairs whereby everything or being is in its right and proper place—such
as the cosmos; or similarly, a state of equilibrium, whether it refers to things or living
beings” [22] (p. 149). Justice and injustice are connected to the soul which has two natures:
the higher rational soul that knows God and the lower animal soul that is inclined to
worldly desires. For one to strive for justice both inwardly and outwardly, the rational
soul should rule over the animal soul [22]. Note here the difference between a secular
worldview where rational is associated with only empirical knowledge, and an Islamic
worldview where the higher-order rational soul is the one that knows and is in obedience
to God. Obedience to God is an action that is just, where the just action itself is a form
of worship.

Al-Attas explains that justice in Islam is not primarily concerned with the outward
sociopolitical sphere, determined by and for relationships between different parties and
people. Rather, it is more inward and for the individual’s soul as it obtains closeness to
God [22]. Striving for justice within results in justice externally with others, for example,
the curbing of greed, gluttony, pride, and anger. Wisdom is the application of knowledge
that causes the occurrence of justice, and requires the application of logic and emotional
control [24].

In summary, using Al-Attas’ desecularised conceptualisations of education and justice
at the ontological level, the frame in which we discuss education can be reset. Firstly,
teaching and learning happen with and through the heart, soul, and intellect; thus, solely
intellectual pursuits should be avoided as they result in a deficient education. Secondly, the
purpose of education is to produce good and just human beings; thus, this should be front
and central in curricula. Thirdly, justice is not merely an outward act but starts inwardly
curbing our animal soul; thus, character development should be a critical component of
education. With this reframing, we can begin to assess the extent to which the EdTech we
use can achieve such aims.

3.2. Embodied Cognition and Critical Pedagogy

Following Al-Attas’ critique of the dualistic nature of the secular West and the separa-
tion of the body, soul, and intellect, embodied cognition expands on their interconnected-
ness at an epistemological level.

3.2.1. Embodied Cognition

The term embodiment loosely describes the connection between the mind, the body,
and the world [25]. Embodied cognition theorists differ from the classic accounts of
cognition that focus predominantly on internal cognitive processes which overlook envi-
ronmental factors. Varela et al. [16] (p. 173) highlight two main facets of the term embodied
cognition: “[f]irst, that cognition depends upon the kinds of experience that come from
having a body with various sensorimotor capacities, and second, that these individual
sensorimotor capacities are themselves embedded in a more encompassing biological,
psychological, and cultural context”. The first facet deals with the first kinaesthetic angle of
embodiment such as learning through dance, movement, sports therapy, or ventriloquism,
whilst the second focuses on the biological, psychological, cultural, and historical contexts
that influence cognition, learning, and knowledge production [25].

Embodied cognition aims “to expose the inadequacies of the objectivist philosophical
tradition in its rigid separation of the mind from the body, cognition from emotion, and
reason from imagination” [26] (p. abstract). Rather, the body and its sensorimotor capacities
are inextricably linked with memory, emotion, language, and life experiences (ibid.). On
the one hand, there is the “inward” empirical scientific notion of a pregiven world that
is understood and recovered through one’s senses [16] (p. 173). On the other, there is
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the “outward” notion, whereby the perceiver’s mind constructs and projects the world
(ibid.). Embodied cognition aims to find a middle way between these two positions, a
“mutual specification”, whereby the world and the perceiver specify each other and evolve
together (ibid.).

Varela et al. [16] (p. 149) argue that “knowledge depends on being in a world that
is inseparable from our bodies, our language, and our social history—in short, from
our embodiment”. Johnson [26] (p. 14) emphasises this role of the social sphere: “Our
community helps us interpret and codify many of our felt patterns. They become shared
cultural modes of experience and help to determine the nature of our meaningful, coherent
understanding of our world”.

This is not only in the present, but due to a cumulative cultural evolution [27], whereby
the “environment in which the human mind develops has a history itself; and this history
owes its form to the activities of human beings, which are in turn conditioned by the
development of mind” [28]. McDowell [29] (p. 126) describes this as “second nature”,
highlighting that human beings develop their cognitive capacities through initiation into
language and tradition, which stores “historically accumulated wisdom about what is a
reason for what”. McDowell [29] (p. 126) further argues that it is “a standing obligation”
for the inheritors of a tradition “to engage in critical reflection” as “part of the inheritance”.

3.2.2. Embodiment and Critical Reflexivity

While embodied cognition theorists strongly emphasise the role of the environment,
the body, and culture, it is often spoken of apolitically. Drawing on Freire [30], critical
pedagogy brings together the concepts of embodied cognition, with the recognition of
imbalances in social orders, to set out a praxis that uses these concepts to strive for social
change. This pedagogy involves constantly developing a “critical consciousness” which
is “learning to perceive social, political, and economic contradictions, and to take action
against the oppressive elements of reality” [30] (p. 17).

An important aspect of critical pedagogy is “critical reflexivity” which “recognises the
embodied nature of the practitioner’s response to the world” [31] (p. 88). Door argues that
educational practise cannot be separated from the “essential nature of the practitioner”;
thus, continuous reflexive critique is needed by the practitioner on the interrelatedness of
the self and the world (ibid.). Through this, Freire [30] argues that one can change one’s
practise through conscientization with the aim of mutual humanization. Critical reflexivity
requires practitioners to critique the socio-cultural world and its external impositions
on them, as well as to critique themselves. This requires a critique of one’s embodied
transactions [31].

Door [31] (p. 90) highlights that both our thoughts and actions can be “habitual
and embodied” such that “the way we really think is revealed in our actions”. Using
critical pedagogy as an educational process, Freire [30] argues that when one takes a
conscious stance to investigate one’s positionality in the world in relation to others, the
process of mutual humanization takes place, whereby both the oppressor and oppressed
are transformed. While we are initiated into the world through the enculturation of
a second nature, these views can be critiqued and changed when we reach a state of
critical consciousness.

In summary, embodied cognition argues that we come to know things through our
bodily experience, as well as through our environment; thus, learning environments
should engage all the sensorimotor capacities and harness the knowledge developed from
cumulative histories. Critical reflexivity illustrates that the embodied cognition of teachers
and learners need not stifle their growth if they are critically conscious and reflexive. With
this understanding of how teaching and learning happen, we can begin to assess the extent
to which the EdTech we use can support embodied learning.

Sections 3.1 and 3.2 have covered the ontological and epistemological framing of
this conceptual framework outlining the nature of knowledge, the purpose of education,
the seeking of justice and goodness through education and the way in which knowledge
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is generated /accumulated and learning happens. This requires spiritual development,
character development, and critical reflexivity both individually and societally. However,
justice has many contesting conceptualisations. The following sections delve deeper into
justice and decolonial thought.

3.3. Social Justice

Social justice discourses are sometimes not the most relevant to the contexts of the
Global South. This section illustrates that while the Global North theories of justice are
designed from and for their contexts (Section 3.3.1), some recent theories of global social
justice have begun to take a holistic approach (Section 3.3.2), acknowledging geopolitical
inequalities, focusing on human dignity for all rather than those with a particular citi-
zenship, and surfacing issues of recognition and representation for marginalised peoples
globally [32,33].

3.3.1. Dominant Global North Theories of Justice

The dominant understandings of social justice applied globally today are developed
from debates and discourses from the Global North, promoted through global institutions
like the United Nations. While there are many contesting conceptualisations of justice
within the Global North discourses, they draw on a similar intellectual history which sets
the framing of the debates. Additionally, they are developed from their own evolving
worldviews and contexts. This is true for all the theories rooted in particular regions,
contexts, and frames, but it is the dominant Western theories of justice that are often
applied universally, and it is these dominant theories of justice that have often overlooked
(or justified) global injustices such as slavery or colonialism. Four main schools of thought
can be said to have emerged from the debates between these Western scholars (and others)
onjustice: utilitarianism [34,35], libertarianism [36], Kantianism [37,38], and Aristotelianism
(along with neo-Aristotelianism [39,40]).

The work of Rawls, an American philosopher, is expanded on as his work is a precursor
to the social justice theories used to build the analytical framework. Rawls [38] opposed
utilitarianism and revived a Kantian version of social contract theory with his theory of
justice as fairness. He conceptualised the veil of ignorance where one should conceptualise
a society where one’s own gender, race, ethnic identity, level of intelligence, physical
strength, quickness, stamina, etc. is unknown. With this approach, Rawls argues two basic
principles: “equality in the assignment of basic rights and duties” and that “social and
economic inequalities, for example inequalities of wealth and authority, are just only if they
result in compensating benefits for everyone, and in particular for the least advantaged
members of society” [41].

Rawls’s work has been extremely influential on the conceptions of justice in the US and
other English-speaking countries [41]. A few contemporary scholars have challenged his
work, offering alternatives. Nozick [36], a libertarian, was opposed to the compromise of
individual liberty for the sake of socio-economic equality and promoted as little regulation
as possible. Nielsen [42], a socialist, was opposed to both Rawls and Nozick and considered
equality to be of greater importance than individual liberty. Sandel [43], a communitarian,
argues that the wellbeing of the community takes precedence over individual liberty, and
views that Rawls does not place enough emphasis on community and community values.
Pogge [33] takes a globalist stance on justice, extending Rawls’s egalitarian view on justice,
which seemed to only work intranationally, to make it more globally applicable.

As we can see, Western thought cannot be homogenised into one point of view.
However, all these theories build upon and interact with each other and the norms and
values of the evolving contexts, setting the frame of the discussion. For example, the
emphasis of justice in relation to property rights, individual rights, or liberty may not be of
central concern in the conceptualisations of justice in non-Western societies.
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3.3.2. Global Social Justice

Building upon Rawls, Nancy Fraser [32], an American critical theorist, has produced a
comprehensive framework that responds to the contemporary problems of globalisation
and identity politics in relation to justice. Fraser highlights that we can no longer look at
justice in a territorial way considering transnational corporations, international currency,
international non-governmental organisations, mass media, and the internet, among other
global forces. She discusses the concepts of distributive justice and recognitive justice in
her earlier works [44], and then brings representative justice into her later works [32]. The
key concept in Fraser’s work on justice is participatory parity which views social justice as
that which is required to make it possible for all the participants to be on an equal footing
in social life [32].

3.3.3. Social Justice in Global South Education

In the past 15 years, the social justice theories from the aforementioned Global North
social justice scholars have been applied to analyse injustices in the Global South education
systems and have birthed a pool of social justice literature specifically relevant to such
contexts [45-48].

One example is that of Pendlebury and Enslin [48], who draw on the work of Young [49]
and others to emphasise how political injustices and educational injustices are inextricably
linked. They argue that redistributive justice alone is insufficient in light of domination and
oppression that function to exclude people. Beyond justice outcomes, justice needs to focus
on procedures such as the “discriminatory practices commonly built into the institutional
procedures for school admission” [48] (p. 33). Their work highlights the structural inequali-
ties in South Africa such as the difference between external exclusion (such as apartheid)
and internal exclusion, which is the “pretence of inclusion” whereby the previously ex-
cluded “remain on the margins of deliberation, silenced or ignored” [48] (p. 32). Drawing
on this, they argue that “educational exclusion—both external and internal—serves as a
barrier to genuine political inclusion and participation, as well as to self-development” [48]
(p. 47). From this, we see social justice concepts being applied and built upon locally,
making explicit issues of power, domination, and exclusion as well as calls for decolonising
education as a core social justice concern and making explicit epistemic injustices [47,50,51].

Drawing on the notion of epistemic injustices, Hodgkinson-Williams and Trotter [47]
build upon Fraser’s [32] global justice framework (which does not explicitly mention epis-
temic injustices) to develop a social justice framework for understanding Open Education
in the Global South. Fraser [32] highlights three levels of justice: redistributive justice,
recognitive justice, and representational justice. The opposite end of redistribution is
maldistribution, whereby people are inhibited from participating equally due to economic
and class structures, for example, inequalities in infrastructure, education, and health
care [32]. The opposite end of recognition is misrecognition, whereby hierarchies of status
deny people equal respect and opportunity, for example, based on race, gender, sexuality,
religion, or nationality [32]. The opposite end of representation is misrepresentation and
misframing, whereby frames prevent the marginalised from challenging the forces that
oppress them [32]. Fraser [32] outlines misframing as the defining form of injustice in the
age of globalisation, whereby international corporations and transnational organisations
are shielded from democratic control.

In all of these dimensions, Fraser [32] differentiates between affirmative responses, which
push the boundaries of the frames but essentially accept them, and transformational responses,
which question the frame-setting itself. Hodgkinson-Williams and Trotter [47] expand on
each with ameliorative and transformative responses. At the level of redistribution, they
place a strong emphasis on addressing the root causes of maldistribution with a call to
restructure economic models. At the level of recognition, they explicitly mention epistemic in-
justices through what they term re-acculturation: “which would respect alternative epistemic
positions and acknowledge alternative authorities on what is considered to be worthwhile
knowledge and dispositions” [47] (p. 207). Additionally, drawing on Luckett and Shay [50]
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whose work, in turn, has been influenced by the student protests for decolonised educa-
tion, Hodgkinson-Williams and Trotter [47] use Luckett and Shay’s [50] (p. 12) concept
of reframing, beyond representation, to highlight the need to “democratis[e] the process of
frame-setting itself”. Although all three dimensions are interrelated and reinforcing, they
are not reducible to each other and thus stand as their own dimensions [32].

3.4. Decoloniality

Decolonial discourses have evolved from Global South scholars and/or traditions
and aim to dismantle global power imbalances, including injustices regarding whose and
what knowledges count [52-56]. Decolonial theories were born in contestation with the
universalisation of the Euro-centric frameworks of human values. For example, whilst
Wronka [57], in alignment with the United Nation’s [58] articulation of social justice, argues
that human rights is the bedrock of social justice principles, decolonial discourses seek to
decolonise such human rights frameworks [59-61].

This section explores the origins of decoloniality and decolonial-like movements, de-
colonising education, and decolonising technology. Further, it provides critical perspectives
on decolonial concepts. While African and Latin American decolonial works are outlined,
other notable works in counter-hegemonic and decolonial thinking include Connell’s [52]
Southern Theory, Santos’ [55] Epistemologies of the South, and many others that are often
not captured in the written literature.

3.4.1. Overview of Decolonial Thought

Decolonial discourses arose out of various “ex-colonised epistemic sites” such as Latin
America, the Caribbean, Asia, the Middle East, and Africa [54] (p. 489). While often under
differing names and banners, they highlight one central theme: colonialism is not simply
an event in history that has passed. Rather, it is part of a broader and long-lasting project.
In this broader understanding, decoloniality speaks from sites that have experienced “the
slave trade, imperialism, colonialism, apartheid, neo-colonialism, underdevelopment, and
neo-liberalism including Washington Consensus and structural adjustment programs”
from the sixteenth century to date [54]. Decolonial movements argue that despite political
emancipation in the late 20th century, “domains of culture, the psyche, mind, language,
aesthetics, religion, and many others have remained colonized” [54] (p. 485).

In Africa, and within the African diaspora, decolonial-like movements have existed
separately under various banners such as “Ethiopianism, Garveyism, Negritude, Pan-
Africanism, African Socialism, African Humanism, Black Consciousness Movement, and
African Renaissance” [54] (p. 488). Nkrumah [62,63] is known for coining the term “neo-
colonialism” in his book “Neo-colonialism: The Last Stage of Imperialism”. While scholars
such as Rodney [64] and Amin [65] focused on underdevelopment and dependency, i.e.,
the economic strand of coloniality which had been the main focus after political freedom,
scholars like Thiong’o [56] focused on the psychological, epistemological, cultural, and
linguistic manifestations of coloniality [54].

Although the early African scholarship has been largely disparate, Latin American
decolonial scholars such as Quijano [66], Mignolo [67], Maldonado-Torres [7], and Gros-
foguel [53] have been highly influential in formalising decoloniality as a school of thought.
In particular, the term coloniality was coined by Quijano, and further developed by Mignolo
and Maldonado-Torres as defined in Section 2.1.

Since decoloniality refers to the process of the removal of colonial legacies rather than
the historical period in which colonial rule collapsed, colonialism cannot be decoupled from
“the broader wave of Euro-North American-centric modernity that radically transformed
human history” [54]. The three main concepts in decoloniality are the coloniality of power,
coloniality of knowledge, and coloniality of being.

Coloniality of power refers to “global hierarchies” of “sexual, political, epistemic, eco-
nomic, spiritual, linguistic and racial forms of domination and exploitation” [53] (p. 217).
These hierarchies are intersectional and entangled, in particular, “the racial/ethnic” and
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“Euro-American/non-Euro-American” divides which “transversally reconfigure” all power
relations (ibid.). Mignolo [67] (p. 155) refers to this as the “colonial matrix of power”.

Coloniality of knowledge focuses on epistemic hegemony, particularly “the politics of
knowledge generation, as well as questions of who generates which knowledge and for
what purpose” [54] (p. 490). It assists in understanding “how endogenous and indigenous
knowledges have been pushed to the barbarian margins of society” (ibid.).

Coloniality of being emphasises “the effects of coloniality in lived experience and not
only in the mind” [7] (p. 242). It refers to the ontological dimension of coloniality “expressed
partly in Western civilization by the West’s philosophical discourse’s monopoly on the
meaning of Being, or to be more precise on its exclusive possession, control, and exercise of
the philosophy on existence” [68] (p. 7).

Thus far, I have expanded on the (de)coloniality definitions adopted in this article;
however, it is important to understand this alongside other decolonial-like schools of
thought not adopted here. The first is anticolonialism. Ndlovu-Gatsheni [54] (p. 488)
outlines that anticolonialism became “largely an elite-driven project” where the black
elite sought to take the place of white colonial powers under the guise of nationalism or
Africanisation. Decoloniality involves challenging racial hierarchies and asymmetrical
power relations, whereas anticolonialism seems to only address the former. Grosfoguel [53]
(p. 212) highlights that decoloniality “is not an essentialist, fundamentalist, anti-European
critique. It is a perspective that is critical of both Eurocentric and Third World funda-
mentalisms, colonialism and nationalism. What all fundamentalisms share (including the
Eurocentric one) is the premise that there is only one sole epistemic tradition from which to
achieve Truth and Universality”.

The second distinction is between decoloniality and postcolonialism. These theories
share similarities but diverge in key points. Both critique the colonial experience beyond
a political and economic lens, dealing with themes of culture, identity, and modernity.
The first difference is that postcolonialists begin their critique in the nineteenth century;,
whereas decolonialists mark the unfolding of modernity/coloniality in the sixteenth century
when the domination and exploitation of non-Western people began and transformed over
time [53]. The second difference is that postcolonialists tend to focus on metanarratives,
whereas decolonialists focus on the “questions of power, epistemology, and ontology” as the
fundamental questions [54] (p. 491). The third difference is that decoloniality claims to trace
its foundations to thinkers from the “underside of modernity”, i.e., coloniality [69], whereas
postcolonial scholars draw on poststructuralist and postmodernists, i.e., Western scholars
(albeit those that are self-critical of the West) [54] (p. 491). This third point can be contested.
Many decolonial scholars have also in fact drawn on Western scholars, and it would be
difficult to envision that these Western scholars have never influenced their work, even if to
highlight contradictions. Furthermore, to not engage with crucial and relevant work from
the West, such as the Critical Theory from the Frankfurt school, merely because of its social
location, can be counter-intuitive to countering hegemony. Mbembe [70] warns against
self-ghettoization, whereby only those who are native to a place are permitted to produce
knowledge. Linking with embodiment, decolonial scholars such as Grosfoguel [53] (p. 213)
make explicit the “bodypolitics of knowledge”, whereby one speaks from “a particular
location in power structures”. He highlights “the locus of enunciation, that is, geo-political
and body-political location of the subject that speaks”, is in juxtaposition to the “Western
myth” or “the disembodied and unlocated neutrality and objectivity of the ego-politics of
knowledge” (ibid.). Further, Grosfoguel [53] highlights that being socially situated on the
oppressed side does not automatically result in thinking from a marginalised epistemic
perspective as the modern/ colonial world-system strives to get individuals in the oppressed
side “to think epistemically like the ones on the dominant positions”.

One shortfall in Grosfoguel’s [53] hierarchies is that it often poses dualities; one is
either from one epistemic location or another. However, colonialism has left a legacy of
confused and intersecting identities and cultures. It is useful to draw on the postcolonial
scholar, Bhabha [13], who argues that the colonised subject is neither self nor other, but
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rather a hybridised identity of otherness of the self. He emphasises that cultures continu-
ously evolve and are not fixed to one period. The notion of fixity in culture is a result of
stereotyping by colonialists. Hybridity happens at the level of race, language, literature,
culture, and religion and occurs in various intensities and forms. Fanon (1961) [71] similarly
highlights that precolonial practises have been lost or warped, and that identities today are
a combination of our experiences. He asserts that new present-day identities be formed for
the current hybridised being. Singh [72] argues that hybridity lies on a spectrum of influ-
ence; while some are actively pursuing the culture of the colonisers, others unknowingly
adopt it. A critical consciousness is needed to become aware of the colonisation of the mind
and ingrained colonial logic. As present-day identities are hybridised, this brings in new
questions of what a decolonised education looks like.

3.4.2. Decolonising Education

A key feature of decolonising education is liberating the mind; conscientising the
marginalised that the Renaissance Man—the enlightened, refined, civilised, cultured
man—is not the ideal and universal archetype that they have been taught to believe [73].
Through this process, the attitudes of the colonised changes to wanting to reclaim their
identities and lost humanities. For Fanon [71] (p. 159), a liberating education involves
“opening their minds, awakening them, and allowing the birth of their intelligence. . .in
the end everything depends on the education of the masses, on the raising of the level
of thought”. However, what constitutes a decolonial education remains under debate.
This subsection discusses these debates, drawing on the works of foundational decolonial
thinkers and contemporary critical thinkers as well as the decolonial movements in South
African universities.

Between Local Relevance and Epistemic Diversity

A decolonial education problematises who decides what knowledge is, what is put into
the curriculum, what is left out, and what is hidden [74,75]. There are, however, a variety
of approaches in striving for a decolonial education. Jansen’s [76] analysis is useful in
understanding different approaches. The first approach argues for an absolute replacement
of European knowledge by local and/or indigenous knowledges. This extreme stance
allows for marginalised knowledges to be reclaimed but runs the risk of nativism and
fundamentalism [77]. The second argues for the decentring of European knowledge and
the recentring of local and indigenous knowledges. The caution with this is romanticising
local and indigenous knowledges as infallible [78]. The last stance argues that knowledges
are entangled and inseparable in a way that is not regional, but rather travelling across
space, and evolving with time, such that knowledges are better engaged with thematically
rather than regionally. The risk of this approach is that the knowledges of the dominant will
feature more than marginalised knowledges. Scholars continue to examine considerations
around these approaches.

Drawing on Fanon, Dei and Simmons [79] argue that marginalised students and their
communities are disjointed from their education which is set by the dominant powers, in the
dominant power’s language, with the purpose of furthering the dominant’s agenda. Thus,
a decolonial education should be locally and culturally relevant. It should meaningfully
connect with the students” daily lives and needs and address the “spiritual and emotional
harm” that schooling can cause to the oppressed through the negation and “amputation”
of parts of themselves [79] (pp. 9, 16). Furthermore, the assessments used need to provide
students with “options and opportunities to display their brilliance, talents and educational
excellence” [79] (p. 12).

As language is a repository of knowledge and culture, a decolonial education needs
to recognise the voices, groups, methods, and epistemologies that have been excluded
through language [56,80]. Thus, a decolonial education deals with social and epistemologi-
cal recognition that lies at the intersection between knowledge, power, and identity [81].
Drawing on the work of Honneth [82], Lange [81] argues that recognition is important
for self-confidence, self-respect, and self-esteem and defines the ethical society. Applying
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the concept of recognition in practise, however, is complex. In relation to the student
movements in South Africa, Lange [81] (p. 91) cautions against nativism whereby “the call
for recognition operates simultaneously at the ontological and epistemological level and
that the conflation between knowledge and identity tends to focus the discussion about
curriculum on Africanisation”. Lange argues more strongly that Africanisation is “episte-
mologically and politically isolating”. Furthermore, there is no unanimous understanding
of what African is. Bearing in mind the thousands of languages and cultures, African
knowledges should not be romanticised as being beyond critique [83].

Lange [81] (p. 95) argues instead for “a pedagogy and a curriculum of presence” that
affirms “the students and their blackness, of their selves, their bodies, their identities and
in particular their direct and indirect (intergenerational knowledge) experiences of the
world”. This approach decentres Euro-centric knowledge and makes room for engaging
with a plurality of epistemic traditions and their entanglements, particularly those in the
Global South. Through a focus on institutional culture and the learning environment, i.e.,
factors surrounding content and curriculum, emphasis is placed on revising the language
of instruction, pedagogy, assessment, and the assumptions of student autonomy. Here, the
factors that impact the ability of a student, such as historical inequality, home backgrounds,
and socio-economic standards, are emphasised.

Regarding plurality, the difference between diversity and epistemic diversity is noted.
Despite the existence of black lecturers and a growing black student population, the institu-
tional culture has been inhospitable to black identities [81]. In the calls for decolonisation
in South Africa, black students and academics highlighted that they had to assimilate
into a culture that was alien to them [84]. In “transformation” processes over the last few
years, cosmetic changes have been made in universities such as African print graduation
gowns, a few more black academics in senior positions, and the renaming of sites to African
heroes; however, the institutional structures, cultures, and administrative functioning has
remained largely the same [81]. As Makgoba and Seepe [85] (p. 22) argue, diversity is not
about multi-racialism but about a “reorganisation of power and privilege”. This needs to
embrace different ways of knowing and ways of being.

From Local Relevance to Global Excellence

Mamdani [86] (p. 16) argues that while local relevance is important for African univer-
sities to decolonise, they also need to strive for global excellence to counter and decentre
dominant Western thought presented as universal: “The challenge in higher education, in
Africa and else-where, is to be both responsive to the local and engaged with the global”.
He highlights that the problem with excellence is that the standards which indicate rigour
have largely been formulated in the West. African universities may be in Africa, but have
been and are shaped by the institutional form, intellectual content, and research method-
ologies of the colonial and Enlightenment experience [54,56,86]. Mamdani [86] contends
that the strength of a theory lies in its comparisons; Europe is the bastion of theory because,
in their mission to conquer the world, they compared, categorised, classified, mapped, and
ordered everything. However, they theorised everything from their ‘superior” colonial
perspective, with the West as the reference point. The West have created theories that the
rest of the world now follows.

Thus, knowledge has become institutionalised by hegemonic powers. As Lange [81]
(p. 93) highlights, “knowledge itself has a history and the history of disciplines and fields
of study are shaped by power relations that are themselves born in historical contexts”.
Dei and Simmons [79] (p. 9) similarly discuss the need for “decolonisation at the level
of discourse” that problematises the “Eurocentric prisms” through which discourses are
framed, making it difficult to oppose inbuilt “hegemonic form, logic and implicit assump-
tions”. A part of decolonising education is affirming and validating local experiences
and epistemologies, such as oral traditions or religious lenses, where a plurality of voices,
experiences, histories, and knowledges can be legitimised, claimed, and celebrated.

Drawing on Mamdani [86], local experiences should not only be validated in isolation,
but interact with other epistemologies (including Western ones but more specifically South-
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South relations that decentre the metropole) to make comparisons and build theory with the
strength of multiple reference points for a more holistic overall picture. This is in line with
Fanon [71] (p. 164), who expressed the need for South-South interactions: “What we want
to hear about are the experiments carried out by the Argentinians or the Burmese in their
efforts to overcome illiteracy or the dictatorial tendencies of their leaders”. Mamdani [86]
further asserts that in building theory, it is unavoidable to be subjective as we see the world
through the lenses that we know and understand. Thus, aligning with critical pedagogy,
one needs to be conscious of one’s subjectivities and critically reflect on one’s position.
Emphasising knowledge exchange between different epistemologies serves to make explicit
one’s own subjectivities, thereby strengthening the global knowledge base.

The work of Hoadley and Galant [87] pushes the discussion on validation even further,
highlighting the lack of dialogue on the evaluation of decolonial content. In recognising
that knowledge has become institutionalised through a Western perspective, they further
enquire how “intellectual validity of what passes as decolonised knowledge” is established,
if it should be at all [75] (p. 9), [87]. While decolonialism is more of a process than an end
goal, the multiple complex and conflicting interpretations of it lead to varied outcomes.
Without an evaluative framework, it is hard to engage with the practise of carrying out
decolonisation. This disjoint between high theory and practicalities remains a hotbed of
debate [50].

Neoliberalism in Education

This section focuses on neoliberalism in education, from the institutionalisation of
knowledge to the corporatisation of knowledge. African education systems today are
a historical product of the remnants of precolonial traditions, and colonial, exploitative
educational models, as well as a new imposition of neocolonial policy borrowing [88].
These neoliberal policies, for example, structural adjustment policies set by the World
Bank and the International Monetary Fund, turned higher education in many developing
countries into a private good and aligned its goals with industry needs rather than a pursuit
of knowledge [86,89]. As outlined by Baatjes [90] (p. 1), higher education institutes in
South Africa “cannot escape the onslaught of neoliberal militancy that claims to provide
the revolutionary solutions to social problems in a country still heavily stained with the
deeply rooted legacies of apartheid”.

Thus, as important as discussions on historical injustices are, they should be analysed
in conjunction with the neoliberal agenda of the commodification, capitalisation, and in-
dustrialisation of education models presently affecting the entire globe [88]. Auerbach
et al. [91], in their experience of trying to set up a decolonial programme at a pan-African
neoliberal university, reflected that “the logics of neoliberalism are just as potent a politicis-
ing force as any”. Highlighting neoliberal forces, Mbembe [92] (p. 30) states the following:
“Universities today are large systems of authoritative control, standardization, gradation,
accountancy, classification, credits and penalties. We need to decolonize the systems of
access and management insofar as they have turned higher education into a marketable
product, rated, bought and sold by standard units, measured, counted and reduced to
staple equivalence by impersonal, mechanical tests. ..”.

Auerbach et al. [91] and Soudien [93] highlight that attempts by academics to de-
colonise their courses and faculties are often stifled when this comes into conflict with the
institutions’ neoliberal aims or their public image. Lange [81] argues that to gain institu-
tional support, mobilising a critical mass of concerned academics is needed to “deauthorise”
it from within.

Material Realities

Thus far, the discussion has mainly theorised decolonisation in terms of the coloniality
of knowledge and power. A shortfall in decolonial discourses is little mention of their
entanglements with material inequalities. However, the 2015 and 2016 Rhodes Must Fall
decolonial student movements in South Africa highlighted that material injustices be dealt
with as well as epistemic injustices. They brought to the fore the socio-economic struggles
they face such as travel costs from the townships to university, cost of textbooks, and poor



Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 962

16 of 24

living conditions [84,94,95]. Whilst the students’ voices were from the university, their
demands included broader societal aims such as the rights of workers and solidarity with
trade unions [95].

However, discourses that have been taken up by institutions, conferences, and peer-
reviewed journals tend to theorise students’ calls for decolonisation as solely a call to
address epistemic injustices in the curriculum, which is decoupled from the need to address
socio-economic problems at the societal level. They (e.g., Jansen [76]) locate calls for
decolonisation within the university space, and particularly in its curriculum. The multi-
layered background of the student movements thus needs to be kept in mind to not exclude
the voices of marginalised university students that do not always end up in peer-reviewed
journals. Decolonial thinking seeks to go beyond merely addressing material and economic
injustices to address the colonisation of the mind; however, many works on decolonisation
seem to now largely focus on the epistemic injustices and overlook material injustices.
Furthermore, epistemic injustices are focused on with the university as its locus (as the
institutionalised place of knowledge production) without looking at the broader system.
Within universities, there is a narrowed vision of decolonising at the level of curriculum,
and in some cases, simply decolonising reading lists. This narrowing can exclude other
sites of knowledge production, and in a way reifies the university as the only place of
knowledge production. Figure 2 depicts a non-exhaustive attempt to illustrate the broader
movement of decolonial thought and the different levels at which it is discussed.
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Figure 2. Levels of decolonisation.

3.4.3. Decolonising Technology and Development

Whilst vast amounts of the literature focus on who is left out by the digital divide, the
big data divide, and the new Al divide, adverse incorporation into these ‘global” systems
receives far less attention. Here, adverse incorporation does not only refer to when inclusion
actually amplifies economic, social, or political inequalities of the marginalised, but also
refers to their epistemological marginalisation. Heidegger [5] warned of a time when
calculative thinking might someday come to be the only form of thinking, and we can
see this with the rise of technocracy. Technology is changing what we know, as well as
how we come to know it [96], which leads to the amplification of epistemic injustices for
knowledges that are not or cannot be digitised.

Technology is often considered synonymous with ‘progress’ and ‘development’, both
of which became uncriticised goals set by the United Nations in the christening of ‘the
under-developed’ world in 1949 [97]. Through idolising Western progress, the democrati-
sation of access to technology has become an urgent necessity without questioning the
essence of technology itself: “democratization without a corresponding ontological trans-
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formation will just end up replicating and reifying the technological understanding of
being” [98] (p. 67).

Decolonising technology aims to destabilise hegemonic, capitalistic, and neoliberal
practises embedded in technology through subversively turning it into tools for resistance
and liberation. Discourses problematising inequalities embedded in information technology
include decolonial computing, critical software studies, and critical algorithm studies.
Using critical race studies, feminist theory, and decolonial perspectives, such discourses
push beyond simply isolating the problems to its use and content, to the discussions of
who creates information technology, who it is designed for, and the “embeddedness of
coloniality—that is, the persistent operation of colonial logics” [99] (p. 1). These critiques
focus on who has power, who has agency, and whose agendas are promoted through
analysing how information technology is developed, distributed, and capitalised [100].

Similarly, digital neocolonialism is defined as “the use of technology and the internet
by hegemonic powers as a means of indirect control or influence over a marginalised group
or country” [4] (p. 370). In digital neocolonialism, hegemonic powers need not be a nation
state, as in colonialism, but could be a corporation or institution. Digital neocolonialism
is a form of economic, social, or cultural hegemony exercised through the internet and
technology [101]; it attempts to control a community, exploit it economically, and erase its
identity [100]. Similar discourses include cybercolonialism/cyber imperialism centred around
the dangers of forced dependence on information technology from digitally advanced
countries [102], and data colonialism focusing on ethics in the collection and use of data [103].
Technology colonialism [104] and techno-capitalism [105] (p. 3) focus on “corporate power”
and the “exploitation of technological creativity” in the contemporary knowledge economy.
For example, the ubiquitous impact of platform capitalism via companies like Amazon,
Google, Facebook, Ali Baba, Uber, and others have captured the market share and formed
monopolies, using mergers and the acquisitions of smaller companies to feed their data
needs and to eliminate competition. Such platform models have an insatiable need for
more data and will go to lengths to obtain it, infringing on privacy or workers’ rights [106].
Economic motives are often masked as charitable actions such as Facebook Free Basics
which aimed to expand data acquisition into untapped areas [107].

The level at which technology should be used in decolonial futures varies widely
between scholar-activists, ranging from seeking a re-envisioning of the uses of technology
in our lives through radical reform to taking a more weary anti-technology, beyond-reform
stance [5,108]. The increasing presence of (generative) Al across fields further raises
concerns for the epistemic marginalisation of concepts, practises, beliefs, and traditions
that are not online, and the solidification of hegemonic discourses.

4. Analytical Framework for Decolonising Educational Technology

This section draws on the aforementioned concepts to form the Dimensions of Human
Injustice (DoHI) Analytical Framework for educators, researchers, practitioners, imple-
menters, and policymakers to use to critically analyse EdTech and the field of EdTech. The
DoHI Analytical Framework is rooted in the concepts of the desecularisation of knowledge,
embodied cognition, and critical reflexivity, and ties together the strengths of social justice
and decolonial concepts to build a more robust and holistic approach. While frameworks
from social justice and decolonial discourses exist, the social justice frameworks do not
emphasise the epistemic injustices dimension aptly, and likewise, the decolonial discourses
do not emphasise the material injustices dimension aptly. The framework in Figure 3 high-
lights three intersecting and reinforcing dimensions: material, ontological and epistemic,
and (geo)political injustices.
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Figure 3. Dimensions of Human Injustice Analytical Framework.

The following sections describe each dimension, its links to the notions discussed in
the conceptual framework, and its application to critiquing injustices in EdTech. These
critiques are non-exhaustive and -illustrative as every EdTech is nuanced (e.g., a MOOC
versus a personalised learning platform versus a national EdTech strategy) and should
be analysed with its unique design, implementation, levels of human engagement, and
context in mind. While designed to critically analyse the field of EdTech, the framework
can be used to analyse inequalities in other fields such as health or social protection. This is
due to the conceptual framework going back to the root causes of coloniality that impact
all aspects of life.

4.1. Material Injustices in EdTech

Material injustices highlight the causes of resource, infrastructural, geographical, and
socio-economic inequalities stemming from human hierarchies. This dimension primarily
draws on Fraser’s [32] and Hodgkinson-William and Trotter’s [47] notions of redistribution
and restructuring, and on the Rhodes Must Fall decolonial student movements highlighting
the socio-economic struggles marginalised students face within and outside education
institutions [84].

Material injustices in EdTech are often described as the digital divide. A study from
South Africa looking at barriers in EdTech uptake breaks this down in terms of the ability
to access, use and equitably benefit [109]. Access relates to adequate physical infrastructure,
electricity, network coverage, connectivity speeds and data costs, among others. Effective
use requires digital literacy, critical digital literacy, and opportunities to utilise as well
as overcome socio-technological barriers such as the distrust or fear of technology, low
technical support, maintenance (costs), and privacy concerns. For equitable benefit to all,
personal and socio-economic factors need to be addressed, such as gender, age, employ-
ment, educational background, neighbourhood, and household income [110]. A UNICEF
report highlights the impact of these material inequalities during the COVID-19 pandemic,
where those from lower socio-economic backgrounds were further disadvantaged [1]. From
an educational institution perspective, low-resource settings lack the funds and training to
effectively implement and maintain EdTech. For example, this was the case in the imple-
mentation of open educational resources in the Global South where resource limitations
stifled local adaptation [78]. Often, public or donor funds for essential educational services
and infrastructure improvements get used to purchase EdTech that quickly becomes ob-
solete. Furthermore, the push for EdTech can lead to the privatisation of education, with
private companies profiting from selling EdTech. This can be seen through the increase in
venture capital investment from USD 500 million in 2014 to USD 20 billion in 2021 [111].
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Addressing these material injustices requires ensuring that the most marginalised are not
further disadvantaged by the proliferation of EdTech.

4.2. Ontological and Epistemic Injustices in EdTech

Ontological and epistemic injustices highlight the dominant ways of being and ways
of knowing that marginalise differing philosophies, worldviews, knowledges, histories, val-
ues, and narratives. This dimension draws on Al-Attas’ [22] desecularised understanding
of knowledge, holistic ways of learning, broadened purpose of education, and description
of justice as both inward and outward. It also draws on decolonial thought regarding the
coloniality of being and the coloniality of knowing [54]. From social justice, re-acculturation
is key to embracing a plurality of perspectives [32]. Furthermore, the concept of embod-
ied cognition underpins this dimension [16], with critical reflexivity argued as key to
addressing epistemic injustices [31].

Ontological and epistemic injustices in present-day education (highlighted in previous
sections) can be further amplified in EdTech, particularly in EdTech platforms like MOOCs
that claim to serve global, diverse populations at once [4]. EdTech often prioritises the
intellect components of education (that can be automated) and reduces the heart and
soul components (e.g., empathy, compassion, ethics, virtues, humility, spiritual growth,
connection to a greater purpose, and service to humanity), thus offering a substandard
education comprising merely of information exchange. By disregarding the spiritual
and cultural dimensions of education, EdTech can propagate cultural assimilation and
homogenisation into Western ways of being. This can lead to spiritual and emotional
harm as well as cognitive dissonance when the education received is incongruent with
one’s worldview.

In EdTech models where a learner independently completes lessons, exercises, and
assessments until a predetermined set of content and skills is mastered, the role of the
teacher and peers can be minimal, as highlighted in a study by UNICEF reviewing 40 per-
sonalised learning platforms [112]. This reduces opportunities for human engagement
and epistemic exchanges. While such EdTech is usually designed to augment in-person
teaching, it is often used as more of a replacement, particularly in low-resource settings
with limited or underqualified teachers. For example, in Malawi, low-cost tablets with
personalised learning software to teach literacy and numeracy are changing the role of the
teacher to be the supporter and facilitator of the EdTech (instead of the EdTech supporting
the teacher) [113].

EdTech and GenAl have the potential to encourage critical thinking, rhizomatic learn-
ing, and Socratic engagement, but only if used intentionally for such a purpose. For
example, Khanmigo guides the learner to discover the answer for themselves instead of
providing the answer [114]. GenAl can also exacerbate epistemic inequalities due to its
supposed value-neutral, factual, and objective responses built by Western-centric training
data in colonial languages [2]. This further marginalises knowledges that are not online
or are not in colonial languages to the extent that what is not online may no longer be
counted as knowledge; similar to how written sources are now seen as more rigorous than
oral sources. Al also lacks embodied cognition, limiting its ability to truly empathise, care,
nurture, or use intuition, which are essential qualities of good educators. With human
characteristics acknowledged as a crucial aspect of education, a further risk is the com-
modification of human connections, whereby automated parts of learning are free for the
masses to access, and connection to human educators is commodified as the unbundling
of education increases [115]. Addressing ontological and epistemic injustices requires
examining whether EdTech strives to provide an education that produces good and just
human beings, embracing pluralistic ways of being and ways of knowing, and recentres
human connections in the embodied teaching and learning process.
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4.3. Geopolitical Injustices in EdTech

(Geo)political injustices highlight international and national relations of power that re-
produce racial, class, sexual, gender, geographical, spiritual, and linguistic hierarchies. This
dimension draws from Freire’s [30] foregrounding of the politics of knowledge, Pogge’s [33]
and Fraser’s [32] emphasis on the need for global social justice, and on Mignolo’s [67]
colonial matrix of power.

Geopolitical injustices in EdTech occur when EdTech products, programmes, poli-
cies, and/or strategies are asserted from the Global North to the Global South, setting the
agenda and promoting the priorities of international donors and corporations. Regarding
techno-capitalism and digital neocolonialism, Big EdTech can monopolise by merging with
or acquiring smaller EdTech companies that arise in the Global South, gaining access to
previously unattainable data sets, stifling home-grown solutions, and reinforcing economic
dependence. With international development, the adoption of national EdTech strategies
and policies can be strongly suggested for development funds to be released. Often, inter-
national development EdTech programmes—focused on scale and cost-effectiveness—are
implemented in the Global South, while they would not be accepted by parents, educators,
or education departments in the Global North.

In terms of the innovation, funding, design, and development of EdTech, this occurs
largely in the Global North (or Global North proxies in the Global South) and trickles down
to the Global South. As these products are designed for their context, hidden contextual
premises are baked into the design, making EdTech not only less effective in other contexts,
but possibly detrimental when large sums of (public) funding are spent to purchase EdTech.
Some assumptions include that the product will be used with good connectivity, augment
quality classroom teaching, or that learners have the requisite digital literacy. Surface
attempts to adapt and localise—such as changing names and skin colour—fail to address
the Western-centric ways of being rooted in the design. This core-to-periphery transfer
is problematised by the fact that “localised” is a term mostly used when talking about
adapting from the Global North to a Global South country, and rarely the inverse. With
the increasing technologisation of education in schools and education systems, opting out
is often not a choice (especially if learning through EdTech is the only option available),
leading to adverse incorporation. This is strongly linked with data colonialism, whereby
learners’ data are taken without clear consent or benefit to them. To address geopolitical in-
justices, funding and support are needed to develop and implement local EdTech solutions,
local educational needs and goals need to be prioritised above international strategies, and
marginalised groups need to shape both local and global agenda-setting.

5. Conclusions

With education being continually reduced to rationalistic, secular, and neocolonial
logics, ubiquitous EdTech use in education may seem the logical next step for education
systems. However, further scrutiny is required to determine whether the EdTech is sup-
porting a holistic teaching and learning experience through the heart, intellect, and soul.
All education, including learning through EdTech, should encompass and centre character
development, encouraging learners to be good and just, and not merely developing instru-
mental skills. Human connections are key to achieving this holistic education, and even the
latest EdTech advancements in GenAl lack the embodied cognition required to empathise,
care for, and nurture learners.

Drawing on social justice discourses and decolonial discourses, the Dimensions of
Human Injustice Analytical Framework developed can assist educators, researchers, practi-
tioners, implementers, and policymakers to critically analyse EdTech products, services,
programmes, interventions, strategies, and policies. Through critiquing the field of EdTech
through the dimensions of material, ontological and epistemic, and (geo)political injustices,
crucial issues surface These include inequitable benefit due to different socio-economic
factors, the commodification of human connections, adverse incorporation into digitalised
education, bias towards Western-centric knowledges and cultures available online, the
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marginalisation (and even extinction) of knowledges that are not online or cannot be por-
trayed digitally, spiritual and emotional harm, and data colonialism. As EdTech continues
to evolve, some of the injustices it creates or exacerbates may be reduced and others may
be amplified. Of critical concern, though, is the promotion of a technological mindset in
education such that education risks being confined to what can be understood and pursued
through a technological way of being, thereby potentially limiting holistic educational
approaches and losing sight of the intrinsic purpose of existence.

Funding: The paper builds upon doctoral research that was funded by Cambridge-Africa. The writing
of this paper was funded by EdTech Hub.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.
Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.
Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: Portions of this article have been adapted from the unpublished thesis of the
author: Adam, T. (2020). Addressing Injustices through MOOCs: A study among peri-urban, marginalised,
South African youth [Thesis, University of Cambridge]. https://doi.org/10.17863/CAM.56608 (ac-
cessed on 25 August 2024). The copyright of all original work belongs to the author, and the University
of Cambridge has confirmed that they do not hold the copyright to the thesis. They have confirmed
that author is free to publish or adapt any part of it as she chooses without permission from the
University, provided that the thesis is appropriately cited. Sections 2.4 and 3.2-3.4 draw heavily from
the thesis.

In line with the ethos of this article, the ideas, thoughts, and theories presented here have built on
the cumulative social history of communities that have helped the author to understand and interpret
the world. These contributions are not easily citable as they are embodied and experienced yet shape
the process of meaning-making necessary for such conceptualisation. Additionally, discussions and
debates with friends and colleagues over many years have contributed to the ideas presented in
this article.

Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflict of interest.

References

1. UNICEEF. Pulse Check on Digital Learning; UNICEF: New York, NY, USA, 2022.

2. Holmes, W.; Miao, F. Guidance for Generative Al in Education and Research; UNESCO Publishing: Paris, France, 2023.

3. Adam, T.; Moustafa, N.; Sarwar, M. Tackling Coloniality in EdTech: Making Your Offering Inclusive and Socially Just; EdTech Hub:
Virtual, 2022.

4. Adam, T. Digital Neocolonialism and Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs): Colonial Pasts and Neoliberal Futures. Learn.
Media Technol. 2019, 44, 365-380. [CrossRef]

5. Heidegger, M. The Question Concerning Technology; Harper & Row: New York, NY, USA, 1997.

6. Koole, M.; Smith, M.; Traxler, J.; Adam, T.; Footring, S. Decolonising Educational Technology. Available online: https://www:.
mdpi.com/si/128574 (accessed on 25 August 2024).

7. Maldonado-Torres, N. On the Coloniality of Being. Cult. Stud. 2007, 21, 240-270. [CrossRef]

8. Maldonado-Torres, N. Césaire’s Gift and the Decolonial Turn. In Critical Ethnic Studies; Duke University Press: New York, NY,
USA, 2016; pp. 435-462. [CrossRef]

9.  Farrow, R, Iniesto, F.; Weller, M; Pitt, R.; Algers, A.; Bozkurt, A.; Cox, G.; Czerwonogora, A ; Elias, T.; Essmiller, K.; et al. GO-GN
Guide to Conceptual Frameworks; Global OER Graduate Network (GO-GN); The Open University: Milton Keynes, UK, 2021.

10. Ravitch, S.M.; Riggan, M. Reason & Rigor: How Conceptual Frameworks Guide Research; SAGE Publications: New York, NY, USA,
2016; ISBN 978-1-4833-4696-0.

11. Miles, M.B.; Huberman, A.M. Qualitative Data Analysis: A Sourcebook of New Methods; SAGE Publications: New York, NY, USA,
1984; ISBN 978-0-8039-2274-7.

12. Adam, T. Addressing Injustices through MOOCs: A Study among Peri-Urban, Marginalised, South African Youth. Ph. D. Thesis,
University of Cambridge, Cambridge, UK, 2020.

13.  Bhabha, H.K. The Location of Culture; Routledge: London, UK, 1994; ISBN 978-0-415-05406-5.

14.  Crotty, M. The Foundations of Social Research: Meaning and Perspective in the Research Process; SAGE Publications: New York, NY,
USA, 1998; ISBN 978-1-4462-8313-4.

15.  Young, R.A; Collin, A. Introduction: Constructivism and Social Constructionism in the Career Field. |. Vocat. Behav. 2004, 64,

373-388. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.17863/CAM.56608
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2019.1640740
https://www.mdpi.com/si/128574
https://www.mdpi.com/si/128574
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502380601162548
https://doi.org/10.1215/9780822374367-024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2003.12.005

Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 962 22 of 24

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.

27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

38.
39.
40.

41.

42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

56.

Varela, EJ.; Rosch, E.; Thompson, E. The Embodied Mind: Cognitive Science and Human Experience; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA,
1992; ISBN 978-0-262-26123-4.

Berger, P.; Luckmann, T. The Social Construction of Reality; Anchor: New York, NY, USA, 1966.

Cox, H. The Secular City: Secularization and Urbanization in Theological Perspective, Revised ed.; Princeton University Press: Princeton,
NJ, USA, 2013; ISBN 978-0-691-15885-3.

Mahmood, S. Secularism, Hermeneutics, and Empire: The Politics of Islamic Reformation. Public Cult. 2006, 18, 323-347.
[CrossRef]

Berger, P. The Desecularization of the World: Resurgent Religion and World Politics; William, B., Ed.; Eerdmans Publishing: Grand
Rapids, MI, USA, 1999; ISBN 978-0-8028-4691-4.

Karpov, V. Desecularization: A Conceptual Framework. J. Church State 2010, 52, 232-270. [CrossRef]

Al-Attas, SM.N. Islam and Secularism; Art Printing Works Sdn.Bhd: Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, 1978; ISBN 983-99628-6-8.

Winter, T. A History of Islam and Science-with Timothy Winter; Royal Institute: London, UK, 2023.

Bagheri, K.; Khosravi, Z. The Islamic Concept of Education Reconsidered. Am. |. Islam Soc. 2006, 23, 88-103. [CrossRef]

Leigh, J. Conversations on Embodiment across Higher Education: Teaching, Practice and Research; Routledge research in higher
education; Routledge: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2019; ISBN 978-1-138-29004-4.

Johnson, M. The Body in the Mind: The Bodily Basis of Meaning, Imagination, and Reason; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL,
USA, 1987; ISBN 978-0-226-40317-5.

Tomasello, M. The Cultural Origins of Human Cognition; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1999; ISBN 978-0-674-00070-4.
Derry, J. Technology-Enhanced Learning: A Question of Knowledge. J. Philos. Educ. 2008, 42, 505-519. [CrossRef]

McDowell, ]. H. Mind and World; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1996; ISBN 978-0-674-57610-0.

Freire, P. Pedagogy of the Oppressed; The Continuum International Publishing Group Inc.: New York, NY, USA, 1970.

Door, V.M. Critical Pedagogy and Reflexivity: The Issue of Ethical Consistency. Int. ]. Crit. Pedagog. 2014, 5, 88-99.

Fraser, N. Reframing Justice in a Globalizing World. New Left Rev. 2005, 69-88.

Pogge, T.W. An Egalitarian Law of Peoples. Philos. Public Aff. 1994, 23, 195-224. [CrossRef]

Bentham, J. Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation; Claredon Press: Oxford, UK, 1789.

Mill, J.S. Utilitarianism; The Floating Press: Auckland, New Zealand, 1863.

Nozick, R. Anarchy, State, and Utopia; Basic Books: New York, NY, USA, 1974; Volume 5038.

Kant, I. Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals. In Late Modern Philosophy: Essential Readings with Commentary; Radcliffe, E.S.,
McCarty, R., Allhoff, E, Vaidya, A., Eds.; Blackwell: Oxford, UK, 1785.

Rawls, J. A Theory of Justice; Belknap Press of Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1971; ISBN 978-0-674-88010-8.
Nussbaum, M. Capabilities and Social Justice. Int. Stud. Rev. 2002, 4, 123-135. [CrossRef]

Sandel, M. Liberalism and the Limits of Justice, 2nd ed.; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK; New York, NY, USA, 1998;
ISBN 978-0-521-56741-1.

Pomerleau, W. Western Theories of Justice. Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. 2019. Available online: https:/ /iep.utm.edu/
justwest/ (accessed on 25 August 2024).

Nielsen, K. Radical Egalitarian Justice: Justice as Equality. Soc. Theory Pract. 1979, 5, 209-226. [CrossRef]

Sandel, M.J. Justice: What's the Right Thing to Do? 1st ed.; Penguin: London, UK, 2010; ISBN 978-0-14-104133-9.

Fraser, N. From Redistribution to Recognition? Dilemmas of Justice in a’post-Socialist’age. New Left Rev. 1995, 68.

Dachi, H.; Tikly, L. Social Justice in African Education in the Age of Globalisation; Routledge: London, UK, 2008; ISBN 978-0-8058-5928-7.
Hlalele, D. Social Justice and Rural Education in South Africa. Perspect. Educ. 2012, 30, 111-118.

Hodgkinson-Williams, C.A.; Trotter, H. A Social Justice Framework for Understanding Open Educational Resources and Practices
in the Global South. J. Learn. Dev. 2018, 5, 3. [CrossRef]

Pendlebury, S.; Enslin, P. Social Justice and Inclusion in Education and Politics: The South African Case. Available online:
https:/ /www.ingentaconnect.com/content/sabinet/joe /2004,/00000034 /00000001 /art00006 (accessed on 19 August 2019).
Young, . Justice and the Politics of Difference; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 1990; ISBN 978-0-691-02315-1.
Luckett, K.; Shay, S. Reframing the Curriculum: A Transformative Approach. Crit. Stud. Educ. 2017, 61, 1-16. [CrossRef]
Unterhalter, E.; Allais, S.; Howell, C.; Adu-Yeboah, C.; Fongwa, S.; Ibrahim, J.; McCowan, T.; Molebatsi, P.; Morley, L.;
Ndaba, M.; et al. Higher Education, Inequalities and the Public Good-Perspectives from Four African Countries; UK Research and
Innovation: Wiltshire, UK, 2019.

Connell, R. Using Southern Theory: Decolonizing Social Thought in Theory, Research and Application. Plan. Theory 2014, 13,
210-223. [CrossRef]

Grosfoguel, R. The Epistemic Decolonial Turn. Cult. Stud. 2007, 21, 211-223. [CrossRef]

Ndlovu-Gatsheni, S.J. Decoloniality as the Future of Africa. Hist. Compass 2015, 13, 485-496. [CrossRef]

de Santos, B.S. Epistemologies of the South: Justice Against Epistemicide, 1st ed.; Routledge: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2014;
ISBN 978-1-61205-545-9.

Thiong’o, N.W. Europhone or African Memory: The Challenge of the Pan-Africanist Intellectual in the Era of Globalizationl.
In African Intellectuals: Rethinking Politics, Language, Gender and Development; CODESRIA: Dakar, Senegal, 2005; pp. 155-165,
ISBN 2-86978-145-8.


https://doi.org/10.1215/08992363-2006-006
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcs/csq058
https://doi.org/10.35632/ajis.v23i4.448
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9752.2008.00638.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1088-4963.1994.tb00011.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1521-9488.00258
https://iep.utm.edu/justwest/
https://iep.utm.edu/justwest/
https://doi.org/10.5840/soctheorpract1979523
https://doi.org/10.56059/jl4d.v5i3.312
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/sabinet/joe/2004/00000034/00000001/art00006
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2017.1356341
https://doi.org/10.1177/1473095213499216
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502380601162514
https://doi.org/10.1111/hic3.12264

Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 962 23 of 24

57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.

76.
77.

78.

79.

80.
81.

82.
83.

84.
85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

Wronka, J. Human Rights and Social Justice: Social Action and Service for the Helping and Health Professions; SAGE Publications: New
York, NY, USA, 2016; ISBN 978-1-4833-8716-1.

United Nations. The International Forum for Social Development: Social Justice in an Open World the Role of the United Nations; United
Nations: New York, NY, USA, 2006.

Barreto, ].-M. Decolonial Thinking and the Quest for Decolonising Human Rights. Asian J. Soc. Sci. 2018, 46, 484-502. [CrossRef]
Maldonado-Torres, N. On the Coloniality of Human Rights. Rev. Critica Ciéncias Sociais 2017, 144, 117-136. [CrossRef]
Zembylas, M. Re-Contextualising Human Rights Education: Some Decolonial Strategies and Pedagogical /Curricular Possibilities.
Pedagog. Cult. Soc. 2017, 25, 487-499. [CrossRef]

Nkrumah, K. Consciencism: Philosophy and Ideology for De-Colonisation; NYU Press: New York, NY, USA, 1970.

Nkrumah, K. Neo-Colonialism: The Last Stage of Imperialism; International Publishers: New York, NY, USA, 1967.

Rodney, W. How Europe Underdeveloped Africa; Bogle-L'Ouverture Publications: London, UK; Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, 1972.
Amin, S. Accumulation on a World Scale: A Critique of the Theory of Underdevelopment; Monthly Review Press: New York, NY, USA,
1974; Volume 2.

Quijano, A. Coloniality and Modernity /Rationality. Cult. Stud. 2007, 21, 168-178. [CrossRef]

Mignolo, W. Introduction: Coloniality of Power and de-Colonial Thinking. Cult. Stud. 2007, 21, 155-167. [CrossRef]

Gonzalez, ]. M. Suspending the Desire for Recognition: Coloniality of Being, the Dialectics of Death, and Chicana/o Literature.
Ph.D. Thesis, University of California, Berkeley, CA, USA, 2011.

Mignolo, W. The Darker Side of Western Modernity Global Futures, Decolonial Options; Latin America otherwise; Duke University
Press: Durham, UK, 2011; ISBN 978-0-8223-9450-1.

Mbembe, A. Getting out of the Ghetto: The Challenge of Internationalization. Codesria Bull. 1999, 3, 3.

Fanon, E. The Wretched of the Earth; MacGibbon & Kee: London, UK, 1961.

Singh, A. Amardeep Singh: Mimicry and Hybridity in Plain English. 2009. Available online: https://www.lehigh.edu/~amsp/
2009/05/mimicry-and-hybridity-in-plain-english.html (accessed on 25 August 2024).

Magaziner, D.R. The Law and the Prophets: Black Consciousness in South Africa, 1968-1977; Ohio University Press: Athens, OH,
USA, 2010.

Giroux, H.A.; Penna, A.N. Social Education in the Classroom: The Dynamics of the Hidden Curriculum. Theory Res. Soc. Educ.
1979, 7, 21-42. [CrossRef]

Jansen, J. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW: Making Sense of Decolonisation in Universities. In Decolonisation in Universities:
The Politics of Knowledge; Jansen, J., Ed.; Wits University Press: Johannesburg, South Africa, 2019; pp. 1-12.

Jansen, J. As by Fire: The End of the South African University, 1st ed.; Tafelberg: Cape Town, South Africa, 2017.

Mamdani, M. Between the Public Intellectual and the Scholar: Decolonization and Some Post-Independence Initiatives in African
Higher Education. Inter-Asia Cult. Stud. 2016, 17, 68-83. [CrossRef]

Hodgkinson-Williams, C.; Arinto, P.; Cartmill, T.; King, T. Factors Influencing Open Educational Practices and OER in the Global
South: Meta-Synthesis of the ROER4D Project. In Adoption and Impact of OER in the Global South; International Development
Research Centre & Research on Open Educational Resources for Development (ROER4D) project; African Minds: Cape Town,
South Africa, 2017; ISBN 978-1-55250-599-1.

Dei, G.J.S.; Simmons, M. Fanon & Education: Thinking through Pedagogical Possibilities; Peter Lang: Lausanne, Switzerland, 2010;
ISBN 978-1-4331-0641-5.

Fanon, F. Black Skin, White Masks; Grove Press: New York, NY, USA, 1967; ISBN 978-0-7453-0035-1.

Lange, L. The Institutional Curriculum, Pedagogy and the Decolonisation of the South African University. In Decolonisation in
Universities: The Politics of Knowledge; Jansen, ].D., Ed.; Wits University Press: Johannesburg, South Africa, 2019; pp. 79-99.
Honneth, A. The Struggle for Recognition: The Moral Grammar of Social Conflicts; Polity: Cambridge, UK, 1995.

Mbembe, A. Future Knowledges and Their Implications for the Decolonisation Project. In Decolonisation in Universities: The
Politics of Knowledge; Jansen, J.D., Ed.; Wits University Press: Johannesburg, South Africa, 2019; pp. 239-254.

RME. The Johannesburg Salon; JWTC: Johannesburg, South Africa, 2015.

Makgoba, M.; Seepe, S. Knowledge and Identity: An African Vision of Higher Education Transformation. In Towards an African
Identity of Higher Education; Seepe, S., Ed.; Vista University: Pretoria, South Africa, 2004.

Mamdani, M. Decolonising Universities. In Decolonisation in Universities: The Politics of Knowledge; Jansen, J.D., Ed.; Wits University
Press: Johannesburg, South Africa, 2019; pp. 15-28.

Hoadley, U.; Galant, ]. What Counts and Who Belongs?: Current Debates in Decolonising the Curriculum. In Decolonisation in
Universities: The Politics of Knowledge; Jansen, J.D., Ed.; Wits University Press: Johannesburg, South Africa, 2019; pp. 100-114.
Enslin, P.; Horsthemke, K. Philosophy of Education: Becoming Less Western, More African? J. Philos. Educ. 2016, 50, 177-190.
[CrossRef]

Chisholm, L.; Soudien, C.; Vally, S.; Gilmour, D. Teachers and Structural Adjustment in South Africa. Educ. Policy 1999, 13,
386—401. [CrossRef]

Baatjes, I.G. Neoliberal Fatalism and the Corporatisation of Higher Education in South Africa. Q. Rev. Educ. Train. South Afr. 2005,
12,25-33.


https://doi.org/10.1163/15685314-04604006
https://doi.org/10.4000/rccs.6793
https://doi.org/10.1080/14681366.2017.1281834
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502380601164353
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502380601162498
https://www.lehigh.edu/~amsp/2009/05/mimicry-and-hybridity-in-plain-english.html
https://www.lehigh.edu/~amsp/2009/05/mimicry-and-hybridity-in-plain-english.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/00933104.1979.10506048
https://doi.org/10.1080/14649373.2016.1140260
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9752.12199
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904899013003003

Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 962 24 of 24

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

114.

115.

Auerbach, J.; Dlamini, M. Anonymous Scaling Decolonial Consciousness?: The Reinvention of ‘Africa’ in a Neoliberal University.
In Decolonisation in Universities: The Politics of Knowledge; Jansen, J.D., Ed.; Wits University Press: Johannesburg, South Africa,
2019; pp. 116-135.

Mbembe, A. Decolonizing the University: New Directions. Arts Humanit. High. Educ. 2016, 15, 29-45. [CrossRef]

Soudien, C. Testing Transgressive Thinking: The ‘Learning Through Enlargement’ Initiative at UNISA. In Decolonisation in
Universities: The Politics of Knowledge; Jansen, J.D., Ed.; Wits University Press: Johannesburg, South Africa, 2019; pp. 136-154.
Langa, M.; Ndelu, S.; Edwin, Y.; Vilakazi, M. #Hashtag: An Analysis of the #FeesMustFall Movement at South African Universities.
Available online: https://www.africaportal.org/publications/hashtag-an-analysis-of-the-feesmustfall-movement-at-south-
african-universities/ (accessed on 13 September 2019).

Moosa, E. What Are Students Demanding from #FeesMustFall? The Daily Vox, 23 January 2016.

Laurillard, D. Technology Enhanced Learning as a Tool for Pedagogical Innovation. J. Philos. Educ. 2008, 42, 521-533. [CrossRef]
Sachs, W. (Ed.) The Development Dictionary: A Guide to Knowledge as Power; Zed Books: London, UK; Atlantic Highlands, NJ, USA,
1992; ISBN 978-1-85649-043-6.

Thomson, I.D. Heidegger on Ontotheology: Technology and the Politics of Education; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK;
New York, N, USA, 2001; ISBN 978-0-521-61659-1.

Ali, S.M. Decolonizing Information Narratives: Entangled Apocalyptics, Algorithmic Racism and the Myths of History. Proceedings
2017, 1, 50. [CrossRef]

Martini, B. Decolonizing Technology: A Reading List. Beatrice Martini. 2017. Available online: https:/ /beatricemartini.it/blog/
decolonizing-technology-reading-list/ (accessed on 25 August 2024).

Knowledge Commons Brasil Digital Colonialism & the Internet as a Tool of Cultural Hegemony | Knowledge Commons Brasil
2014 (no longer available online).

Danezis, G. The Dawn of Cyber-Colonialism. Conspicuous Chatter. 2014. Available online: https://conspicuouschatter.
wordpress.com/2014/06/21/the-dawn-of-cyber-colonialism/ (accessed on 25 August 2024).

Data Colonialism: Critiquing Consent and Control in “Tech for Social Change”. Model View Culture. 2016. Available online:
https:/ /modelviewculture.com/pieces/data-colonialism-critiquing-consent-and-control-in-tech-for-social-change (accessed on
25 August 2024).

Simmons, A. Technology Colonialism. Model View Culture. 2015. Available online: https://modelviewculture.com/pieces/
technology-colonialism (accessed on 25 August 2024).

Suarez-Villa, L. Technocapitalism: A Critical Perspective on Technological Innovation and Corporatism; Temple University Press:
Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2009; ISBN 978-1-4399-0042-0.

Srnicek, N. The Challenges of Platform Capitalism: Understanding the Logic of a New Business Model. Juncture 2017, 23, 254-257.
[CrossRef]

Solon, O. “It’s Digital Colonialism”: How Facebook’s Free Internet Service Has Failed Its Users. The Guardian, 27 July 2017.
Feenberg, A. Questioning Technology, 1st ed.; Routledge: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 1999; ISBN 978-0-415-19755-7.
Adam, T. Digital Literacy Needs for Online Learning Among Peri-Urban, Marginalised Youth in South Africa. Int. |. Mob. Blended
Learn. 2022, 14, 1-19. [CrossRef]

Rohs, M.; Ganz, M. MOOCs and the Claim of Education for All: A Disillusion by Empirical Data. Int. Rev. Res. Open Distance
Learn. 2015, 16, 1-19. [CrossRef]

Komljenovic, J.; Williamson, B.; Eynon, R.; Davies, H.C. When Public Policy ‘Fails” and Venture Capital ‘Saves’ Education: Edtech
Investors as Economic and Political Actors. Glob. Soc. Educ. 2023, 1-16. [CrossRef]

UNICEEF. Trends in Digital Personalized Learning in Lowand Middle-Income Countries: Executive Summary; UNICEF: New York, NY,
USA, 2022.

Schmitt, L. Scaling Personalised Learning Technology in Malawi. EdTech Hub. 2021. Available online: https:/ /edtechhub.org/
sandboxes/scaling-personalised-learning-technology-in-malawi/ (accessed on 25 August 2024).

Meet Khanmigo: Khan Academy’s AlI-Powered Teaching Assistant & Tutor. Available online: https://khanmigo.ai/ (accessed on
4 July 2024).

Czerniewicz, L.; Mogliacci, R.; Walji, S.; Cliff, A.; Swinnerton, B.; Morris, N. Academics Teaching and Learning at the Nexus:
Unbundling, Marketisation and Digitisation in Higher Education. Teach. High. Educ. 2023, 28, 1295-1309. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.1177/1474022215618513
https://www.africaportal.org/publications/hashtag-an-analysis-of-the-feesmustfall-movement-at-south-african-universities/
https://www.africaportal.org/publications/hashtag-an-analysis-of-the-feesmustfall-movement-at-south-african-universities/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9752.2008.00658.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/IS4SI-2017-03910
https://beatricemartini.it/blog/decolonizing-technology-reading-list/
https://beatricemartini.it/blog/decolonizing-technology-reading-list/
https://conspicuouschatter.wordpress.com/2014/06/21/the-dawn-of-cyber-colonialism/
https://conspicuouschatter.wordpress.com/2014/06/21/the-dawn-of-cyber-colonialism/
https://modelviewculture.com/pieces/data-colonialism-critiquing-consent-and-control-in-tech-for-social-change
https://modelviewculture.com/pieces/technology-colonialism
https://modelviewculture.com/pieces/technology-colonialism
https://doi.org/10.1111/newe.12023
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJMBL.310940
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v16i6.2033
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767724.2023.2272134
https://edtechhub.org/sandboxes/scaling-personalised-learning-technology-in-malawi/
https://edtechhub.org/sandboxes/scaling-personalised-learning-technology-in-malawi/
https://khanmigo.ai/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2021.1876019

	Introduction 
	Background 
	Terminology 
	Developing a Conceptual Framework 
	Origins of the Research and Positionality 
	Theoretical Framing 

	Conceptual Framework 
	Desecularisation of Knowledge 
	The Nature of Knowledge 
	The Purpose of Education 
	The Meaning of Justice 

	Embodied Cognition and Critical Pedagogy 
	Embodied Cognition 
	Embodiment and Critical Reflexivity 

	Social Justice 
	Dominant Global North Theories of Justice 
	Global Social Justice 
	Social Justice in Global South Education 

	Decoloniality 
	Overview of Decolonial Thought 
	Decolonising Education 
	Decolonising Technology and Development 


	Analytical Framework for Decolonising Educational Technology 
	Material Injustices in EdTech 
	Ontological and Epistemic Injustices in EdTech 
	Geopolitical Injustices in EdTech 

	Conclusions 
	References

